
United States Patent and Trademark Office 



j 



UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE 
United States Patent and Trademark Office 

Address: COMMISSIONER FOR PATENTS 
P.O. Box 1450 

Alexandria, Virginia 22313-1450 
www.usplo.gov 



APPLICATION NO. 



FILING DATE 



FIRST NAMED INVENTOR 



ATTORNEY DOCKET NO. 



CONFIRMATION NO. 



09/775,455 



128 



02/02/2001 



Yasuo Ishihara 



7590 



12729/2004 



HONEYWELL INTERNATIONAL INC. 
101 COLUMBIA ROAD 
P O BOX 2245 

MORRISTOWN, NJ 07962-2245 



54399039 



1570 



EXAMINER 



NGUYEN, PHUNG 



ART UNIT 



PAPER NUMBER 



2632 

DATE MAILED: 12/29/2004 



Please find below and/or attached an Office communication concerning this application or proceeding. 



PTO-90C (Rev. 10/03) 



Office Action Summsrv 


Application No. 

09/775,455 


Applicant(s) 
ISHIHARA ET AL 


Examiner 
Phung T Nguyen 


Art Unit 

2632 





- The MAILING DATE of this communication appears on the cover sheet with the correspondence address - 
Period for Reply 
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2a)D This action is FINAL. 2b)^ This action is non-final. 
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closed in accordance with the practice under Ex parte Quayle, 1935 CD. 1 1 , 453 O.G. 213. 
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DETAILED ACTION 
Claim Rejections - 35 USC §103 

1. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 

2. Claims 1, 4, 5, 11, 13, 14, 18-28, 34, 38, 39, 42-45, 49, 53-55, and 57 are rejected under 
35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Crook (U.S. Pat. 5,142,478) in view of Cooper 
(U.S.Pat. 4,316,252). 

Regarding claim 1: Crook discloses computerized aircraft landing and takeoff system 
comprising the steps of estimating a deceleration required to stop the aircraft on a runway; 
comparing the deceleration to the a maximum deceleration of the aircraft; and asserting a signal 
when the deceleration is greater than the maximum deceleration (figure 2, col. 2, lines 4-14, and 
col. 3, lines 26-28). Since Crook teaches as the aircraft progresses along the runway, the distance 
remaining is constantly compared to the distance it would take the aircraft to stop, it would be 
obvious to the skilled artisan to recognize that the deceleration required to stop the aircraft is 
estimated. Crook teaches putting the aircraft into the go-around mode for another attempt at a 
landing if the landing is unsafe (col 2, lines 64-68) but does not specifically disclose an alert 
signal when the landing is unsafe. However, Cooper discloses apparatus for detecting the 
position of an aircraft with respect to the runway comprising an alert signal if the landing is 
unsafe (col. 4, lines 28-36). Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the 
art at the time the invention was made to employ the teaching of Cooper in the system of Crook 
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because they both teach a device for determining the position of an aircraft with respect to a 
runway. The teaching of generating an alert signal when the landing is unsafe of Cooper would 
enhance the system of Crook by providing the pilot an indication as to what should be done to 
recover from a dangerous situation. 

Regarding claim 4: Crook teaches wherein the step of commanding an autopilot go- 
around when the computer 14 determines that the landing is unsafe (col. 2, lines 61-62, and col. 
3, lines 23-32). 

Regarding claim 5: All the claimed subject matter is already discussed in respect to 
claims 1 and 4 above. 

Regarding claim 11: Refer to claim 4 above. 

Regarding claim 13: All the claimed subject matter is already discussed in respect to 
claim 1 above. Crook inherently teaches the plurality of parameters including runway length 
(col. 2, lines 9-14). 

Regarding claim 14: Crook teaches monitoring a deceleration required to stop the 
aircraft (col. 3, lines 3-22). 

Regarding claim 18: Refer to claim 4 above. 

Regarding claim 19: All the claimed subject matter is already discussed in respect to 
claim 1 above. Crook teaches the computer readable storage medium having computer readable 
program code (col. 2, lines 61-64). 

Regarding claim 20: Refer to claim 4 above. 

Regarding claim 21: All the claimed subject matter is already discussed in respect to 
claim 5 above. 
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Regarding claim 22: Refer to claim 4 above. 

Regarding claim 23: All the claimed subject matter is already discussed in respect to 
claim 19 above. Crook inherently teaches the plurality of parameters including runway length 
(col. 2, lines 9-14). 

Regarding claim 24: Refer to claim 4 above. 

Regarding claim 25: All the claimed subject matter is already discussed in respect to 
claims 21 and 22 above. 

Regarding claim 26: Crook discloses an Enhanced Ground Proximity Warning computer 
(col. 2, lines 61-68). 

Regarding claim 27: Cooper discloses the alert signal includes signal useful for driving 
a display (col. 4, lines 34-36). 

Regarding claim 28: Cooper discloses the alert signal includes an aural alert signal (col. 
4, lines 34-36). 

Regarding claim 34: Refer to claim 4 above. 

Regarding claim 38: All the claimed subject matter is already discussed in respect to 
claims 13 and 25 above. 

Regarding claim 39: Crook teaches a deceleration required to stop the aircraft (col. 2, 
line 68, and col. 3, lines 1-5). 

Regarding claim 42: Refer to claim 26 above. 

Regarding claim 43: Refer to claim 27 above. 

Regarding claim 44: Refer to claim 28 above. 

Regarding claim 45: Refer to claim 4 above. 
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Regarding claim 49: All the claimed subject matter is already discussed in respect to 
claims 1 and 25 above. 

Regarding claim 53: Refer to claim 4 above. 

Regarding claim 54: Cooper discloses the alert signal includes signal useful for driving 
a display (col. 4, lines 34-36). 

Regarding claim 55: Cooper discloses the alert signal includes an aural alert signal (col. 
4, lines 34-36). 

Regarding claim 57: Crook discloses an Enhanced Ground Proximity Warning computer 
(col. 2, lines 61-68). 

3. Claims 9, 12, 17, 32, 37, and 48 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Crook in view of Cooper and further in view of Muller et al. (U.S. Pat. 
5,839,080). 

Regarding claim 9: Crook and Cooper do not directly teach the step of monitoring a 
plurality of parameters includes the step of monitoring a position of the aircraft. However, the 
use of Global positioning system (GPS) to indicate the current position and projected flight path 
of the aircraft is old and well known in the art as taught by Muller et al. (col. 5, lines 26-39). 
Therefore, it would have been obvious to the skilled artisan to use the GPS of Muller et al. in the 
system of the combination so that the position of the aircraft is accurately monitored. 

Regarding claim 12: Cooper and Crook teach asserting a go-around warning signal 
when the value exceeds the predetermined threshold amount but do not teach a caution alert 
signal when the value exceeds a first threshold amount and a warning signal when the value 
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exceeds the second threshold amount. However, Muller et al. teach a pair of alert envelopes, a 
caution envelope (yellow alert) and a warning envelope (red alert) as seen in figure 17, col. 9, 
lines 6-10. Therefore, it would have been obvious to the skilled artisan to combine the teachings 
of Cooper, Crook, and Muller et al. in order to provide an alert signal based upon the type of 
alert that is provided, i.e., a less severe cautionary alert or a more severe warning alert. 

Regarding claim 17: Refer to claim 12 above. 

Regarding claim 32: Refer to claim 9 above. 

Regarding claim 37: Crook and Cooper do not show the parameters include terrain data. 
However, Muller et al. disclose the terrain database 24 to provide varying resolutions of terrain 
data as a function of the topography of the terrain (col. 6, lines 7-48). Therefore, it would have 
been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to employ the teaching of Muller et al. in the 
system of the combination in order to provide information relating to geographical areas such as 
mountainous areas and areas in the vicinity of an airport which is an advantage. 

Regarding claim 48: Refer to claim 37 above. 

Conclusion 

4. The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to applicant's 
disclosure. 

a. Conner et al. (U.S. Pat. 6,477,449) disclose method, apparatus and computer program 
products for determining a corrected distance between an aircraft and a selected runway. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the examiner 
should be directed to Phung T Nguyen whose telephone number is 571-272-2968. The examiner 
can normally be reached on 8:00am-5 :30pm Mon thru. Friday, with alternate Friday off. 
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If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Daniel Wu can be reached on 571-272-2964. The fax numbers for the organization 
where this application or proceeding is assigned are 703-872-9314 for regular communications 
and 703-308-9051 for After Final communications. 

Any inquiry of a general nature or relating to the status of this application or proceeding 
should be directed to the receptionist whose telephone number is 571-272-2600. 



Phung Nguyen 




Date: December 21, 2004 



